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REMARKS 



Thxs is in response to a non-final Office Action dated June 7, 2004. Claims 1.3-13 and 
15-21 are pending in the application. Applicant respectfully traverses andrequests 
reconsideration. 
Siiirtmarv o f Rejections 

Clain,s 1, 3-13 and 15-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) based on United States 

Patent No. 6,088,800 ("Jones"). 

Claims 1, 3-13 and 15-21 a« rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) based on United SUtes 
Patent No. 6,266.418 (Carter) and further in view ofUnited States Patent No. 5.958,038 
(Agrawal). 

A^iftHdments to the Claims , .c . 

New claims 22 and 23 are supportedby original claims 1 and 3. and by the specification 

on page 5, line 20 through page 6, line 2. 
f;ia1fn Rejection TTnder TI.S.C. S102 

Claims 1. 3-13, and 15-21 arerejected under 35 US.C §l02(e) based onU.S. Patent No. 
6 088.800 to Jones, A claim is anticipated only if each and every element as set forth m the 
claim is found, either expressly, or inherently described, in a single reference. Furthermore, the 
identical invention must be shown in as complete detail as contained in the clann. 
Jones 

Jones is directed to an encryption processor with shared memory interconnect. (Jones, 
title ) The encryption device, integrated into a single chip, i. a paraUel pipelined processor 
system whose instruction set is optimized for common encryption algorithms. (Jones, col. 3, 
lines 32-35 ) As shown in Fig. 2 of Jones, the pipeline is made up of a plurality of processmg 
elements 37 arranged in a linear array, each containing an instruction memory, a register file, and 
ALU local and shared data memory, and control circuitry. (Jones col. 6, lines 10-13) 
Processing element 37 consists of an ALU 56 operating on 32 bit words from a register file 58 
made up of8.l6 32-bit registers. (Jones col. 7. lines 17-19). Reregister file 58 and ALU 56 
are controUed by a control unit 60 which decodes instructions fiom a processing element 
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i.structionmemoxy62. (Jones col. 7, lines 19-22). Each processing element instruction memory 
^ores at least one round of an encryption algorithm, where a round is defmed as a sequence of 
i^tructions in an encryption algorithm. (Jones col. 7, lines 22-25). The basic concept behmd 
DES as illustrated in Fig. 14, consists of a substitution followed by a permutation on the text 
basedonthekcy. (Jones, col. 17, lines 3-5.) The 64-bit block ,s divided into two 32-bit pieces 
108 110. (Jones, col. 17, lines 7-8.) One piece is unaffected by the encryption. (Jones, col. 17. 
lines 8-9 ) The piece that is affected is divided into eight groups of four bits. (Jones, col. 17, 
Unes 10-11) Eachgioupisexpandedbycopingthetwobitsadjacentto it. (Jones, col. 17. hnes 
11-12.) Each expanded group is XOR'ed at 112 with a subkey. (Jones, col. 17. Une 14.) The 
six-bit result of the XOR is used to indicate a 64-entry X 4-bit. (Jones, col. 17. hnes 15-17.) 

Applicants submit that Jones fails to disclose each and every element of Applicants' 
claimed subject matter and respectfixUy request the Examiner to withdraw the rejections. In 
addition. Applicants submit that Jones does not, disclose, teach or suggest, either unphctly or 
explicitly, AppUcants* claimed subject matter. 

Claim 1 , , , 

AppUcants submit that Jones does not disclose, teach or suggest Applicants amended 

claim 1 subject matter including, inter alia,: 

" an arithmetic logic miit having a logic circuit for performing expansion 
iiermutation, S-box substitution, P-box permutation and associated XOR 
onSti^ns whe^in said computer system further comprises a register fi e 
pStg opeSs to said arithmetic logic unit; and wherein said register file 
includes general purpose registers'' 
(claim 1) Applicants submit that Jones is absent any disclosure, teaching or suggestion 
regarding inter aha, . .wherein said computer system fiirther comprises a register file providing 
operands said arithmetic logic unit; and wherein said register file includes general purpose 
registers " Applicants have carefully reviewed the Office Action's reference to (Jones, col. 6. 
lines 3-13- col. 7, lines 15-38; col. 16. Hne 57 through coL 18, Ime 13; and figures 2, 4. 5. 6 and 
14) which is alleged to disclose «a register file providing operands to said arithmetic logic umt," 
and find no disclosure to the use of a general purpose registers for providing of operands to an 
arithmetic logic unit. Further. Applicants submit that which is disclosed at (Jones, col. 7. hues 
15-38) is Umited to pioviding 32-bit words fiom a register file 58 is absent any discussion of the 
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use of general purpose registers as claimed. In contrast, the registers that are discussed in Jones, 
as cited, col. 7. lines 17-21, are limited to providing 32-bit words to ALU56. 

The disclosure in Jones is teaching an array of processing elements at column 3, lines 45 
through 66, is precisely the prior art described in the Background of the invention in the instant 
application. For example, the Background of the invention states: 

as the encryption/decryption process of the DES algorithm of FIG. 1 is too 
computationally demanding for a software implementation on a general 
purpose micropiocessof, the DES algorithm is often implemented by an 
array of identical special purpose modules outside of the microprocessor. 
However, several drawbacks are inheriting such an approach. First, 
partitioning the encryption/decryption tasks between the microprocessor 
and the special purpose modules is complex, especially since the different 
instruction sets are executed by the microprocessor and the special 
purpose modules. 

(Specification, page 3. lines 25-35 (emphasis added).) Rather, the DES algorithm is 
implemented without the special purpose modules of Ihe prior art. (Specification, page 4, Imes 
31-33.) For example, the DES algorithm may be implemented on a general purpose 
microprocessor wliile storing the states of the DES algorithm in general purpose registers, rather 
than, special puipose modules offhe prior art. (Specification, page 5, Uncs 20-30.) A general 
purpose register is usually explicitly addressable, with any set of registers, that can be used for 
different purposes, for example, as an accumulator, as an index register, or as a special handler of 
video. As such, Apphcants submit that Jones's disclosed use of ALU 56 operating on 32-bit 
words from the agister file 58 does not disclose, teach or suggest applicants claimed subject 
matter including at least 'Vherein said register file includes general purpose registers." 
Claim 3 

Applicants submit that Jones does not disclose, teach or suggest AppUcants' claim 3 

subject matter including, inter alia: 

" said register file includes a first register for storing a fust portion of a datum 
for said encryption or decryption, a second register for storing a second portion of 
said datum and a third register for storing a subkey" 

(claim 3). The Office Action makes reference to the same stated language in; Jones at col. 6, 
hnes 3-13; col. 7, lines 15-38; col. 16 lines 57 to col. 18, line 13 and figures 2, }l, 5, 6 and 14 as 
disclosing AppUcant's claim 3 subject matter. The Examiner's repeated block citation to Jones 
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in reference to rejecting each and every element of all the claims fails to show the particular part 
in Jones relied on and fails therefore to provide the alleged limitation by limitation analysis of 
the claims and also fails to show the part of Jones reUed on for the rejections as required by 37 
CFIL§1104(c)(2y. AppUcants submit that what Jones discloses in Jones at col. 6. lines 3-13; 
col 7 lines 15-38; col. 16 lines 57 to col. 18. line 13 and figures 2. 4, 5, 6 and 14 is a description 
of ir^er alia of ALU 56 operating in 32-bit words ftom the register file 58 ^th 16 by 32-b.t 
registers. (Jones col. 7, lines 17-19). As a result, Jones as cited is absent any discussion of usmg 
a first, second and third register in the manner claimed in AppUcants' claim 3 subject rnatt^. 
Therefore, the Applicants hereby request a showing of where Jones teaches each and every 
element as arranged in the claims. Further, Ihe Office Action fails to show where Jones teaches 
'a third register for storing a subkey." m addition, and as discussed above in regards to clami 1. 
Jones's discussion in coL 7. lines 17-20 is directed to merely inter alia ALU 56 receiving 32-bit 
words from a register file and as such there is no discussion therein using a first, second and third 
register in the maimer claimed in Applicants' claimed subject matter. Therefore, Apphcants 

submit that Jones does not disclose, teach or suggest AppUcants' claimed subject matter. 

AppUcants submit that at least because claim 3 depends firom claim 1, and as a dependent 

claim therefrom, claim 3 is allowable for the reasons claim 1 is allowable. Applicants further 

submit that claim 3 is also allowable in Ught of the presence of novel and non-obvious elements 

contained in claim 3 that are not otherwise piesenl in claim 1 . 

Claim4 

Applicants submit that Jones does not disclose, teach or suggest AppUcants' clam. 4 
subject matter including, inter alia,: "... said datum is 64 bits long and said subkey ts 48 bits 
long" (claim 4). In contrast, Jones teaches that the ALU 56 receives 32-bit words from register 
file 58 and therefore teaches away ftom the claimed subject matter . . said datum is 64 bits long 
and said subkey is 48 bits long." Again, the Office Action fails to show where Jones teaches 
among other things "... said datum is 64 bits long and said subkey is 48 bits long." 

AppUcants submit that at least because claim 4 depends from claim 3, and as a dependent 
claim therefrom, claim 4 is allowable for the reasons claim 3 is allowable. AppUcants further 

'When the refer.™:, is complex « show, or d«cnbes ^-^o- o^^d:i« J^^^^^^^ by the appUca^ a 
particular part relied on must be designated as nearly as practicable 37 C-F.R. § 1.104(c)(2). 
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submit that claim 4 is also allowable in light of the presence of novel and noit-obvious elements 
contained in claim 4 that are not otherwise present in claim 3, 
Claim 5 

Applicants submit that Jones does not disclose, teach or suggest Applicants* claim 5 
subject matter including, inter alia,: "... said first and second portions each contain one-half 
number of bits of said datum" (claim 5). Applicants repeat the relevant remarks made above. 
Again, the Office Action fails to show where Jones teaches each and every element as arranged 
in the claims. The Office Action again merely cites generally to the same portions of Jones 
without showing where the each and every element as aiianged in the claims is taught in Jones, 

Applicants submit that at least because claim 5 depends from claim 3, and as a dependent 
claim therej&om, claim 5 is allowable for the reasons claim 3 is allowable. Applicants further 
submit that claim 5 is also allowable in light of the presence of novel and non-obvious elements 
contained in claim 5 that are not otherwise present in claim 3. 
Claim 6 

Apphcants submit that Jones does not disclose, teach or suggest applicants claim 6 
subject matter including "wherein each of said first and second portions is 32-bits long." Again, 
the Office Action cites generally to the same portions of Jones without showing where each and 
every element as arranged in the claims is taught in Jones. Applicants repeat the relevant 
remarks made above. 

Applicants submit that at least because claim 6 depends from claim 5, and as a dependent 
claim therefrom, claim 6 is allowable for the reasons claim 5 is allowable. Apphcants fUrther 
submit that claim 6 is also allowable in light of the presence of novel and non-obvious elements 
contained in claim 6 that are not otherwise present in claim 5. 
Claim? 

Applicants cannot find where Jones discloses, teaches or suggests Applicants' claim 7 

subject matter including, inter alia: 

. . said first, second and third registers store operands of an instruction executing 
one round of said DBS algorithm using said logic circuit and a sliifl circuit in said 
arithmetic logic unit, said instruction designating to store results in said first, 
second and third registers in such manner as to allow said results in said first, 
second and third registers to be operands in a subsequent executing' of said 
instruction." 
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(claim 7) Here, the Office Action again makes reference to the ^ated language in Janes without 
showing where Jones teaches each and every element as arranged m the claims. Apphcants 
again repeat the above relevant remarks, in particular those remarks directed the second and 
third registers. Further, the Office Action fails to show where Jones teaches «... saad first, 
second and third registers store operands of an instruction executing one round of said DES 
algorithm using said logic circuit and a ^ft circuit in said arithmetic logic unit, said instruction 
designating to store results in said first, second and third registers in such mamier as to aUow said 
results in said first, second and third registers to be operands in a subsequent executing of said 



instruction.' 



Applicants submit that at least because claim 7 depends from claim 3, and as a dependent 
claim thereW, claim 7 is allowable for the reasons claim 3 is allowable. Applicants further 
submit that claim 7 is also allowable in light of the presence of novel and non-obvious elements 
contained m claim 7 that are not otherwise present in claim 3. 

Claim 8 , , o 

Applicant submit that Jones does not disclose, teach or suggest Apphcants claim 8 

subject matter including, inter alia,: "... abypass mecMsm is provided in said register file such 

that said results are provided as input to said logic circuit without first being written back to said 

first second and third registers" (claim 8). Again, the Office Action makes reference to the 

stated language in Jones previously cited as disclosing Applicant's claimed subject matter 

without showing where Jones teaches each and every element in the claims. As discussed above. 

not only is such language in Jones absent from any discussion of the use of a register file 

containing general purpose registers, or first, second and third general purpose registers, 

Applicants further submit that Jones is also absent discussion on the use of Apphcant's claimed 

bypass mechanism 302-Fig. 3. Therefore. AppUcants submit that Jones cannot and does not 

disclose, teach or suggest Applicant's claimed subject matter. Although the arguments 

previously argued that Jones does not teach the claimed bypass mechanism, the final Office 

Action dated Jmie 7, 2004 fails to address the applicants previous argument. As a result, the 

Office Action again fails to show where Jones teaches each and every element as arranged in the 

claims. Again, apphcants respectfuUy request that the Examiner provide such'a showmg or to at 
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least address appUcants arguments. Therefore, the AppUcants respectfully request that the 
Examiner withdraw the rejection requirement of the Office Action dated June 7, 2004 since the 
Examiner foiled to both address the Applicants previous arguments and to show where Jones 
teaches each and every element of the claims as required by 37 C.F.R. § 1.104(c)(2). 

AppUcants submit that at least because claim 8 depends from claim 7, arid as a dependent 
claim therefrom, claim 8 is allowable for the reasons claim 7 is allowable. Applicants further 
submit that claim 8 is also allowable in Ught of the presence of novel and non-obvious elements 
contained in claim 8 that are not otherwise present in claim 7. j 
Claim 9 

Applicants submit that Jones does not disclose, teach or suggest Applicants' claim 9 
subject matter including, inter alia,: "... said register file and said bypass mechanism are shared 
by all instructions in said arithmetic logic unit" (claim 9). Regarding the same cited language in 
Jones at col. 6, lines 3-13; col. 7, Unes 15-38; col. 16 lines 57 to col. 18, line 13 .and figures 2, 4, 
5, 6 and 14, AppUcants submit that Jones discusses a DES operation generally at col. 16, lines 57 
through col. 18 Unes 13, but is otherwise absent any discussion of a "bypass mechanism," and 
therefore does not disclose Applicants' claimed subject matter. AppUcants repeat the relevant 
remarks made above. Again, AppUcants previously made the above argument in the previous 
response; however, flie Office Action yet again fails to address Applicants arguments. As such, 
the Applicants respectfully request withdrawal of the finaUty of the Office Action of June 7. 
2004 since the Office Action fails to address the AppUcants previous arguments and fails to 
show how Jones teaches each and every element as arranged in the claims pursuant to 37 C.F.R. 
§ 1.104(c)(2). At leaAt for such reasons, AppUcants submit that Jones does not teach or disclose 
or suggest i^licants Claim 9 subject matter. 

Further. AppUcants submit that at least because claim 9 depends firom claim 8, and as a 
dependent claim therefrom, claim 9 is allowable for the reasons claim 8 is allowable. AppUcants 
fiirther submit that claim 9 is also allowable in Ught of the presence of novel and non-obvious 
elements contained in claim 9 that are not otherwise present in claim 8. 
Claim 10 

AppUcants repeat the relevant remarks made above. AppUcants submit that Jones does 
not disclose, teach or suggest AppUcants' claim 10 subject matter including, inter aUa,: 
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« a second logic ciicuit capable of performing key selection for said DBS 
aigorit^,°l s^nd logic ci^uit operation in parallel witii said logic circuit » 

(claim 10). Here, the Office Action again makes reference to the same cited portions of 
Jones made with all the other claims in the Office Action as disclosed in AppUc^oits claim 10 
subject matter. AppUcants submit that Jones at coL 16. line 57 through col. 18. line 14 discloses 
a DES system generally, however tiie Office Action foils to show where Jones teaches "... a 
second logic circuit capable of performing key selection for said DES algorithm, said second 
logic circuit operation in parallel with said logic circuit." Further, the cited portion of Jones 
teaches DES creates subkeys from a single key, in this case 56-bits. However, the AppUcants arc 
unable to find where Jones although discussing the creation of subkeys fails to disclose 
perfonning of a key selection paraUel with the logic circuit Therefore, AppUcant submits that 
Jones camiot and does not disclose, teach or suggest Applicants claimed subject matter. 

Applicants submit that at least because claim 10 depends from claim 1. and as a 
dependent claim therefrom, claim 10 is allowable for the reasons claim 1 is allowable. 
Applicants further submit that claim 10 is also allowable in light of the presence of novel and 
non-obvious elements contained in claim 10 that are not otherwise present in claim 1. 

Claim n 

Applicants submit that Jones does not disclose, teach or suggest Apphcants' claim 11 
subject matter including, inter alia,: "... said logic circuxt flnlher comprises a circuit for selecting 
a subkey from a key" (claim 1 1). AppUcants repeat the relevant remarks made above. 

Applicants submit that at least because claim U depends from claim 1, and as a 
dependent claim therefrom, claim 11 is aUowable for the reasons claim 1 is allowable. 
AppUcants fhrther submit that claim 11 is also allowable in Ught of Ihe presence of novel and 
non-obvious elements contained in claim 1 1 that are not otherwise present in claim 1. 



Claim 12 



AppUcants submit that Jones does not disclose, teach or suggest Applicants' claim 12 
subject matter including, inter alia,: "... said key is 56 bits long" (claim 12). Applicants repeat 

the relevant remarks made above. 

Applicants submit that at least because claim 12 depends from claim 11. and as a 
d«pendem claim therefrom, claim 12 is aUowable for the reasons claim 11 is allowable. 
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Applicants further submit that claim 12 is also allowable in light of the presence of novel and 
non-obvious elements contained in claim 12 that are not otherwise present in claim 11. 
Claim 13 

Applicants submit that Jones does not disclose, teach or suggest Applicants' claim 13 
subject matter including, inter alia, "wherein said register file includes general purpose 
registers." (claim 13). Applicants submit that for the same reasons discussed above regarding the 
reasons why Jones does not disclose, teach or suggest Apphcants' claim I subject matter, that 
Jones also does not disclose, teach or suggest Applicants* claim 13 subject matter. Namely, 
Applicants submit that Jones does not disclose, teach or suggest the use of **wberein said register 
file includes general purpose registers." Therefore, Apphcants submit that Jones cannot and 
does not disclose, teach or suggest Applicant's claimed subject matter. 
Claim 15 

Applicants submit that Jones does not disclose, teach or suggest Applicants' claim 15 
subject matter including, inter alia,; "... storing operands in a register file; and providing said 
operands to said logic circuit." (claim 15). 

Applicants submit thnX for the same or similar reasons discussed above regarding the 
reasons why Jones does not disclose, teach or suggest Applicants' claim 2 sutqect matter, that 
Jones also does not disclose, teach or suggest Applicants' claim 15 subject matter. Therefore, 
Applicants submit that Jones cannot and does not disclose, teach or suggest Applicants* claimed 
subject matter. 

Applicants submit that at least because claim 15 depends from claim 13, and as a 
dependent claim therefi-om, claim 15 is allowable for the reasons claim 13 is allowable. 
Applicants further submit that claim 15 is also allowable in light of the presence of novel and 
non-obvious elements contained in claim 15 that are not otherwise present in claim 13. 

Claim 16 j 

Applicants submit that Jones does not disclose, teach or suggest Applicants* claim 16 

subject matter including, inter alia,: 

"... storing a first portion of a datum for said encryption or decryption in first 
register in said register file; storing a second portion of said datum for said 
encryption or decryption in second register in said register file; and storing a 
subkey for said encryption or decryption in third register in said register file." 

I 
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16, AppUoan^ f» me .a«>e or sb^l- reasons di«=^ed a.o^^ 

Why Jones does no. disclose teach or sugses. App»«n«- eUim 3 subjee, n»«er. 
Zlo Ls no, disclose, .each or sugges. AppUcants' clain. 16 snhjec. man-. I^ef- 

""'""I^^ suhmi. to. .. leas, became claim .6 depends from claim 15, and as a 
dependcTclata tt.ereftom. claim 16 is allowable for .he reasons claim « « allowable^ 
i« .^er s^O^ni. to. claim 16 is also allowable in U^. of to pre^nce of novel and 
non^hvious elemcnls confined in claim 16 to. are no. chemise presen, m clam. 1 5. 

^^hcants submi. fl-a. lones does no. disclose, .each or sugges. Applicant' Calm 17 
subject matter including, inter alia,: ^^ nF<i 

..... stonng operands of an ^^^.^U S'c^ 1 sSI 

(claim 17). Applicanu snbmi. to. for to same or similar reasons discussed above regarding to 
wh. does no, disclose. «ach or sugges. Applicant- claim 7 snbiec. m^. 
loncs also does no, disclose. «ach or sngges, AppHcams' claim 17 sal,eC n,a«er. T^. 
^Hcan^ submi. to. Jones canno. and docs no. disclose, .each or suggcs. AppHcan.. clam>cd 

^'"^^can. submi. to, a. leas, because clata .7 depends from Claim 16. a^ 
aependcn. claim ^eref^m. claim 17 is allowable for to reasons claim .6 is aUowabU^ 
A^HcanU farmer submi, *a, cl«m ,7 is also allowable in hgh. of to presence of novel ^ 
non-obvious element confined in claim ,7 to. are no, o*er»ise prescn, in cla.m 16. 

^^ppUcan« submi, to Jones does no. disclose, teach or sugges. Applican.s- claim 18 

. . J. , ™(.r alia.. •• providing said lesulB as input lo said logic cttcui. 
suWeC matter mcluding, mtei aha,. ... proviumg 

without first being written back to said firs,, second and *ird registets." (dann 1 8). 

I 

I 



08/31/2004. 15:22 FAX 31,2 609 5005 

Amendment dated August 31, 2004 
Appl. No. 09/419,828 
Atty. Docket No. 00100.01.7084 

Applicants submit that for the same or similar reasons discussed above regarding the 
reasons why Jones does not disclose, teach or suggest Applicants' claim 8 sxibject matter, that 
Jones also does not disclose, teach or suggest Applicants' claim 18 subject mktter. Therefore, 
Applicants submit that Jones cannot and does not disclose, teach or suggest Applicants* claimed 
subject matter, I 

Applicants submit that at least because claim 18 depends from claim 17, and as a 
dependent claim therefrom, claim 18 is allowable for the reasons claim 17 is allowable. 
Applicants further submit that claim 18 is also allowable in light of the presence of novel and 
non-obvious elements contained in claim 18 that are not otherwise present in claim 17. 
Claim 19 

Applicants submit that Jones does not disclose, teach or suggest Applicants' claim 19 
subject matter including, inter alia,: . . selecting a subkey from a key for said DBS algorithm in 
a second logic circuit," (claim 19). Applicants repeat the above relevant remarks. 

Applicants submit that at least because claim 19 depends from claim 13, and as a 
dependent claim therefrom, claim 19 is allowable for the reasons claim 13 is allowable. 
Applicants further submit that claim 19 is also allowable in light of the presence of novel and 
non-obvious elements contained in claim 19 that are not otherwise present in claim 13. 
Claim 20 

Applicants submit that Jones does not disclose, teach or suggest Apphcants' claim 20 
subject matter including, inter alia,: . , operating said second logic circuit in parallel with said 
logic circuit." (claim 20). Applicants repeat the above relevant remarks. 

Applicants submit that for the same or similar reasons discussed above regarding the 
reasons why Jones does not disclose, teach or suggest Applicants' claim 10 subject matter, that 
Jones also does not disclose, teach or suggest Applicants' claim 20 subject matter. Therefore, 
Applicants submit that Jones cannot and does not disclose, teach or suggest Applicants* claimed 
subject matter. 

Applicants submit that at least because claim 20 depends from claim 19, and as a 
dependent claim therefrom, claim 20 is allowable for the reasons claim 19 is allowable. 
Applicants further submit tliat claim 20 is also allowable in light of the presence of novel and 
non-obvious elements contained in claim 20 that are not otherwise present in claim 19. 
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Ciaim 21 

Applicants submit that Jones does not disclose, teach or suggest Applicants' claim 21 
subject matter including, inter alia, . . selecting a subkey from a key using a key select circuit in 
said logic circuit" (claim 21). Applicants repeat the above relevant remarks, ' 

Applicants submit that at least because claim 21 depends from claim 13, and as a 
dependent claim therefrom, claim 21 is allowable for the reasons claun 13 is allowable. 
AppUcants further submit that claim 21 is also allowable in light of the presence of novel and 
non-obvious elements contained in claim 21 that are not otherwise present in claim 13. 

Claims 22 and 23 | 

Applicants repeat the above relevant remarks New claim 22 recites, among other things, 
"wherein said register file includes general purpose registers to store at least two of attributes 
parameters datapath, control, Lj's, Rt's, and subkeys Kj'a." In contrast, Jones teaches that the 
register file 58 is controlled by control unit 60, which decodes instructions from a processing 
element instruction memory 62. As such, the register file does not store at least two of attributes 
parameters datapath, namely control, I^'s, R^'s, and subkeys Ki's. 

Applicants submit that at least because claim 21 depends from claim 13, and as a 
dependent claim therefrom, claim 21 is allowable for the reasons claim 13 is allowable. 
Applicants further submit that claim 21 is also allowable in light of the presence of novel and 
non-obviou$ elements contained in claim 21 that are not otherwise present in claim 13 
Claim Rejection Under 35 U.S.C, 6103 

Claims 1, 3-13 and 15-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) based on United States 
Patent No. 6,26,418 (Carter) and further in view of United States Patent No. 5,958,038 
(Agrawal). Applicants repeat the above relevant remarks 

The Office Action acknowledges that "Carter" fails to specifically teach the computer 
system as an arithmetic logic unit (ALU) and the register file with general pmpose registers 
(GPR's). (Office Action page 1). 

According to the cited portion of Carter, Carter teaches "preferably, the cryptographic 
algorithm that SCS 100 implies is the triple DES 64-bit codebook." Triple DBS is a three pass, 
sixteen-round, substitution-permutation network cryptosystem (a Fiestel Cypher) and has a block 
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size of 64-bits, and uses up to an 868 bit key. (Col. 5, lines 51-55). Triple DBS uses standard 
arithmetic medical and logical operators along with an expansion peraiutation, and S-box 
substitution, and a P-box permutation per round. (Carter Col. 5. lines 55-58). Accordingly, the 
cited portion of Carter is limited to describing standard arithmetic medical and logical operators 
with an expansion permutation and S-box substituting an a P-box pennutation, rather than, 
"wherein said computer system further comprises a register file providing an arithmetic logic 
unit; and wherein said register file includes general purpose register." (Claikn I). The cited 
portion of Carter at col. 8, lines 6-18 which states "the negotiation signaling also allows the SCs 
to choose the public key module size (e.g.. 512 bits, 1024 bits, 2048 bits, 3096 bits), the source 
of the module is (e.g., SKIP protocol, custom dcYdop. etc.) and the length of the traffic (e.g., 56 
bits, 64 bits, 80 bits, 112 bits, 128 bits, 168 bits, etc.) is merely limited to describing negotiation 
signaling rather than the claimed subject matter including "wherem said computer system fiirther 
comprises a register file providing an arithmetic logic unit; and wherein said register file includes 
general purpose register." The cited portion of Agrawal at col. 2, lines 15-24 which states: 

'Vet another approach used to increase processing efficiency is the 
very long word (VLIW) fbrmat. The VUW format expUcitly 
includes instruction level parallelism into a very long instmction 
word. The VLIW typically has fields for frequently performed 
operations, such as ALU operations and memory accesses. By 
using VLIW, the instructions required for a DSP filter can be 
incorporated into a single instruction word. Moreover, the VLIW 
format allows use of a low complexity decoder and has the 
potential for high performance by paralyzing the use of multiple 
functional units within the processor," 

(Agrawal col. 2, lines 15-24) However, such language in Agrawal is merdy limited to 
the use of a very long instruction word format rather than "wherein said computer system fiirther 
comprises a register file providing an arithmetic logic unit; and wherein said register file includes 
general purpose register." Even though the Office Action acknowledges that Carter fails to 
specifically teach the computer system as an arithmetic logic unit and a register file with general 
purpose registers, no where does the Office Action show where Agrawal mak^s up for Carter's 
shortcomings. For example, no where does the Office Action even assert thjat Agrawal even 
teaches "wherein said computer system fiirther comprises a register file providing an arithmetic 
logic unit; and wherein said register file includes general purpose registers;" As such, the 
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combination of Carter and Agrawal. to the extent that can be combined, would merely teach a 
triple DES aritfameHcal and logical operatois along with an expansion permutation which uses 
the VLIW format. As such, the combination of Carter and Agrawal fails to teach each and every 
element as arranged in the claims even if combined. 

Finally, the Office Action fails to show any sufficient motivation forimodifying Carter 
with the teachings of Agrawal. As such, the Office Action fails to show for ex'ample Agrawal as 
directed to "computer processor with two addressable memories and two streamed registers and 
method of data streaming of operation." (Agrawal, tide). This being the case, one would not be 
motivated to modify Carter with Agrawal since Agrawal is directed to solving a completely 
different problem than Carter is. As such, the Office Action fails to show sufficient motivation 
for modifying Carter with Agrawal and therefore the Office Action fails to establish a prima 

facie case of obviousness. 

With regards to claims 3-22 and 15-21 the Office Action broadly makes reference to 
Carter col. 5, lines 51-61 and col. 8, lines 6-18 for teaching each and every element for each of 
these claims. As stated above, the Office Action yet again fails to show and specifically point 
out where the combination of Carter and Agrawal teach each and every element as airanged in 
the claims pursuant to 37 C-F.IL § 1.104(c)(2) as such the Office Again fails to estabUsh aprima 
facie case of obviousness for each and every element of each of these claims. AppUcants request 
a corresponding showing of. Applicant submits that at least because at least the dependem 
depend from an independent claim or an intermediate claim therewith, the dependent claims are 
allowable for at least the reasons that the independent claims are allowable. Applicants further 
submit that claims 3-12 and 15-21 are allowable in light of the presence of novel and non- 
obvious elements contained in those claims that are not otherwise present in the independent 
claims. 
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CONCLUSION 



For the foregoing reasons, withdrawal of the rejections and allowance of the claims is 
respectfully requested. If there are any questions or comments regarding this response the 
Examiner is encouraged to contact the undersigned at 3 1 2-609^970. y 



Vedder, Price, Kaufinan & Kammholz, P.C 

222 N. LaSalle Street 

Chicago, IL 60601 

Telephone; (312)609-7500 

Facsimile: (312)609-5005 

email: tanagnosf@vedderprice.com 



Date: August 31. 2004 



By:^ 



Resp< 
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